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REMARKS 

Status of the Application 

Claims 1-34 are pending in the application. Claims 30 and 31 were previously 
withdrawn from consideration and claims 32-34 were newly added. Claims 1-29 and 31-34 have 
been examined. The Examiner rejects claims 1 1-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by a 
newly cited reference, JP 03-220004. Also, the Examiner rejects claims 3-29 and 31-34 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over JP 03-220004 in various combinations with JP 62-286805, 
JP 62-059107, and newly cited references Shiraishi (U.S. 5,054,530), JP 2000-203216, EP 
646480, WO 97/46359, JP 05-229310, JP 03-186408, Takigawa (U.S. 4,214,618), and Secondari 
(U.S. 5,735,979). We note that Takigawa (U.S. 4,214,618), JP 03-220004, JP 62-059107, JP 62- 
286805, JP 2000-203216, JP 05-229310 and EP 646480 are assigned to Bridgestone Corp. 

By this Amendment, Applicants hereby amend claims 1, 5-8, 12, 13, 15-20 and cancel 
claims 4 and 1 1 . 

Claim Rejection - 35 U.S.C S 112 

Claims 11-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as allegedly being 
indefinite. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1 1 and 20 alleging that the use of "may" results in unclear 
claim scope, and the phrase "similar total volume" is ambiguous. Applicants have written the 
subject matter of claim 1 1 into claim 1, and have amended the claim language to address the 
deficiencies noted by the Examiner. Applicants also hereby amend claim 20 to correct the noted 
deficiency. 
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With regard to claims 15, 17, 18, and 19, the Examiner alleges lack of antecedent basis 
for the term "the fine-width circumferential groove" in claim 15, the term "the hole" in claims 17 
and 19, and the term "the plural holes" in claim 18. Applicant herein amends these claims to 
overcome the rejection. 

The remaining claims are rejected only by virtue of their dependence from one of claims 
1 and 20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $ 102(a) 

Claims 1 and 2 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as allegedly being 
anticipated by JP 03-220004 ("JP 004"). 

Applicants hereby write the subject matter of claims 4 and 1 1 into claim 1 . As the 
subject matter of these two claims are not rejected over JP '004, Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the instant rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Based on the amendment to claim 1, Applicants hereby address the Examiner's rejection 
of the subject matter of claims 4 and 1 1 . 

Claims 4-7 and 32-34 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatenable over JP 004 in view ofShiraishi andJP 216, and further in view of WO 97/46359 
to Emerson ("WO '359") andJP 05-229310 ("JP 310"). 

Claim 11 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over JP 004. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites, "a total volume of lateral grooves formed in a land part at 
the axially inner side ... is made smaller than a total volume of lateral grooves formed in a land 
part at the axially outer side" and "a rib-like land part extending along the equatorial plane of the 
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tire . . . and is provided with plural fine grooves extending in a direction crossing with the 
equatorial plane of the tire." 

As noted in the instant specification, a total volume of lateral grooves formed at an axial 
inner side of a tire provides noise prevention in the tire, while a total volume of lateral grooves 
being formed at an axial outer side of a tire results in wet drainage performance. Thus, the 
feature recited in claim 1 that corresponded to former claim 1 1 provides good drainage 
performance as well as a reduced noise. See paragraphs [0132] and [0135]. 

Further, the rib-like land portion and plural fine grooves recited in claim 1 provides 
steering stability (see paragraph [0080]) and wear resistance (see paragraph [0081]). 

In the conventional tire art, such as JP '004, JP '310 and WO '359, providing good wet 
drainage, conflicts with providing good steering stability. Thus, JP '004, which the Examiner 
alleges provides a structure for wet drainage performance (i.e., lateral grooves), and WO '359 
and ' JP '3 10, which the Examiner alleges provides a structure for improved steering ability and 
wear suppression (i.e., sipes), teach away from their combination , as one of ordinary skill in the 
art would recognize the conflict provided by structures which increase both wet drainage and 
good steering stability and wear resistance. Thus, the combination cannot support a finding of 
obviousness as alleged by the Examiner. See MPEP 2143.01(11). On the other hand, an 
exemplary embodiment of a tire recited in claim 1 provides structures which achieve a high level 
of performance with regard to wet drainage, as well as a high level of steering stability. 

Therefore, claim 1, as amended, is patentable over the applied art. Claims 2, 4-7 and 32- 
34 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 1 . 
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Claim 29 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatenable 
overJP 004 in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,054,530 to Shiraishi ("Shiraishi") andJP 2000-203216 
("JP216"). 

Claim 29 depends from claim 1. Because the Examiner's proposed combination fails to 
render claim 1 obvious, and because Shiraishi and JP '216 fail to cure the deficiencies noted with 
respect to claim 1 , claim 29 is patentable at least by virtue of its dependency from claim 1 . 

Claim 3 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatenable over 
JP 004 in view ofEP 646480 ("EP 480"). 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1. Because the Examiner's proposed combination fails to 
render claim 1 obvious, and because the references used to reject claim 3 fail to cure the 
deficiencies noted with respect to claim 1, claim 3 is patentable at least by virtue of its 
dependency from claim 1 . 

Claims 8-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatenable 
over JP 004 in view of Shiraishi, JP 216, WO '259, andJP 310, and further in view of JP 62- 
286805 ("JP 805"). 

Claim 8-10 depend from claim 1. Because the Examiner's proposed combination fails to 
render claim 1 obvious, and because the references used to reject claims 8-10 fail to cure the 
deficiencies noted with respect to claim 1, claims 8-10 are patentable at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claim 1 . 

Claims 13-15 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over JP 004 and further in view ofJP 03-186408 ("JP 408") and U.S. Patent No. 
4,214,618 to Takigawa et al. ("Takigawa"). 
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Claim 13-15 depend from claim 1 . Because the Examiner' s proposed combination fails 
to render claim 1 obvious, and because JP '408 and Takigawa fail to cure the deficiencies noted 
with respect to claim 1 , claims 1 3-1 5 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency from 
claim 1. 

Claims 12 and 16-19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over JP 004 in view ofJP 62-059107 ("JP 107"). 

Claim 12 and 16-19 depend from claim 1. Because the Examiner's proposed 
combination fails to render claim 1 obvious, and because JP ' 107 fails to cure the deficiencies 
noted with respect to claim 1 , claims 1 2 and 1 6- 1 9 are patentable at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claim 1 . i 

Claims 20-26 have been rejected under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over JP 004 in view of JP 107 and further in view of JP 408 and Takigawa. 

Claim 20-26 depend from claim 1 . Because the Examiner's proposed combination fails 
to render claim 1 obvious, and because JP '107, JP '408 and Takigawa fail to cure the 
deficiencies noted with respect to claim 1, claims 20-26 are patentable at least by virtue of their 
dependency from claim 1 . \ 

Claims 2 7 and 28 have been rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over JP 004 in view of U.S. Patent No. 5, 735,979 to Secondari ("Secondari"). 

Claim 27 and 28 depend from claim 1 . Because the Examiner's proposed combination j 
fails to render claim 1 obvious, and because Secondari fails to cure the deficiencies noted with I 
respect to claim 1 , claims 27 and 28 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency from j 
claim 1. j 
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Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Dion R. Ferguson/ 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 



Dion R. Ferguson 
Registration No. 59,561 



WASHINGTON OFFICE 



23373 



CUSTOMER NUMBER 



Date: February 19,2009 
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